Objective: To evaluate the psychometric properties of the Brazilian version of the Peer Aggressive and Reactive Behaviors Questionnaire (PARB-Q), a self-report instrument comprising two independent scales that assess aggressive behavior and reactions to peer aggression. Method: A total of 727 elementary schoolchildren aged 8-13 years (52% boys) were included. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were used to evaluate the factor structure. Results: The Brazilian version of the PARB-Q was consistent with the original version. The results of the exploratory factor analyses (EFA) indicated a one-factor solution for the first scale (Peer Aggression Scale) and a three-factor solution (Reactive Aggression, Seeking Teacher Support, and Internalizing Reaction) for the Reaction to Peer Aggression Scale. The confirmatory analyses for both scales yielded good fit indices.
Introduction
Peer interaction is an important component of child and adolescent development. In the context of social relations, manifestations of aggressive behavior are common and frequently lead to complaints in schools and psychological care clinics. 1 Because of its high prevalence and negative impact on the development process, aggressive behavior has been the focus of research in various scientific fields.
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Aggressive behavior includes all forms of physical or verbal behavior intended to harm or cause damage to one person or a group of people. [3] [4] [5] In childhood, aggressive behavior is associated with various other problems, such as learning difficulties and poor adjustment to the school setting. In addition, the presence of aggressive behavior in childhood may be a predictive factor for future problems, such as maladaptive behaviors, school dropout, rule-breaking behavior, difficulty in peer relationships, depression, and anxiety. 6 One important area of research on aggressive behavior has focused on understanding its origins and manifestations. Aggressive behavior can manifest itself directly (i.e., behaviors oriented directly towards the victim) or indirectly (i.e., behaviors that target the victim but are not explicitly directed at the victim). 7 With regard to its origin, aggressive behavior may be reactive or proactive. Proactive or instrumental aggressive behavior is characterized by deliberate aggression in search of an instrumental objective or to achieve an intended goal. 5 In other words, proactive aggressive behaviors are motivated by the desire to persevere with a goal. The phenomenon has been explained by the social learning theory, 8 which postulates that individuals tend to behave similarly to socially desirable or successful models. 9 In general, proactive aggressive behaviors are related to a higher sense of self-efficacy, i.e., the more the children perceive their behavior as successful, the higher is their tendency to behave aggressively. Thus, proactive aggressive behavior is generally associated with the expectation of positive outcomes. 10, 11 Reactive (or impulsive) aggressive behavior, in turn, refers to impulsive, defensive answers towards a provocation. 5 These behaviors are generally linked to feelings of guilt and frustration, and are well explained by models based on the frustration-aggression approach. 12 According to this theoretical perspective, individuals are prone to behave aggressively when feeling frustrated regarding an obstacle that prevents or hinders his/her from reaching a goal. 9 Children with reactive aggressive behavior tend to perceive a higher degree of hostility in the actions from their peers, even in ambiguous situations where the prior provocative or aggressive behavior is not clear. 10, 11 Both forms of aggressive behavior (proactive and reactive) may occur through physical aggression, e.g., beating, kicking, and pushing, or verbal aggression, e.g., offending, shouting, and gossiping. 5 Aggressive behavior classifications have been widely discussed.
Notwithstanding, whereas some authors suggest that the distinction between proactive and reactive aggressive behaviors is important for a better understanding of the motivation behind each behavior, 5, 13 Furthermore, aggressive behavior patterns tend to change in the course of development.
In general, direct aggression and physical aggression tend to decrease in frequency and intensity over the years, among both boys and girls, whereas indirect aggression and verbal aggression, such as manipulation, defamation, and exclusion from social groups, tend to increase. 3, 18 With regard to their reactions to aggressive behavior, boys and girls may use different strategies. 19 Recent studies have suggested that searching for support, avoiding the aggressor, and retaliation are strategies commonly used by children when they are victims of aggression from their peers. 15, 20 Studies also show that girls tend to seek more support than boys and are more prone to respond to victimization by seeking isolation. 19, 21 Conversely, boys tend to react more aggressively than girls, often reinforcing the context of the aggression. 19, 22, 23 With regard to age, older children rely less on adults when they are victims of aggression. 23 Younger children, in turn, tend to respond to aggression by blaming themselves, crying, or seeking isolation. 21 In general, children believe that the most effective strategies for handling victimization situations are ignoring the provocation or telling someone else about the aggression. 19 Avoidance, physical or verbal aggressive responses, and isolation are commonly associated with greater victimization. 23, 24 The search for social support is an effective strategy that predicts less victimization among girls 24 ; conversely, in boys, it is associated with a higher likelihood of recurrent victimization. 25 According proactive and reactive aggressive behaviors. The second, teacher-rated, is too extensive (41 items) and also fails to discriminate between proactive and reactive aggressive behaviors. Furthermore, only content validity has been assessed for the latter scale. 34 Outside observers may provide limited or incomplete information about the behavior of children, especially because they rely on comparisons (with other children)
to make their judgments. In addition, research methods that do not directly involve children's reports have been criticized for being studies on but not with children. 35 In this sense, the use of self-report instruments designed for children is a relatively new practice that has been showing significant advantages, especially in the assessment of behavioral and emotional problems. 36 The intrinsic motivation for an aggressive behavior, for example, may be clearer to the child than to outside observers. 13 Despite the advantages, 
Method Procedures of translation and adaptation
The translation and adaptation process of the original PARB-Q 26 to Brazilian Portuguese included several steps. The second aspect is the methodology used to design the instrument. In spite of the diversity of scales found in the literature, only a few were developed empirically (i.e., emerging from the observation of phenomena in real settings), especially in Brazil. 30 Empirically-based evaluations provide effective and reliable information about behavioral problems in children. 31 This "bottom-up" approach builds on real data and reflects the patterns of behavioral problems found in large samples of children.
An example of a well-established empirically-based instrument is the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL), 32 which evaluates children and adolescents' internalizing and externalizing behavior problems.
Finally, the third aspect to consider is the informant or respondent for whom the instrument was intended.
The majority of the instruments designed to assess children's behaviors are to be completed by parents and teachers. For example, the Teacher-Report Scale In Brazil, the scarcity of instruments to evaluate child aggressive behavior is notorious, as pointed out in a recent literature review. 30 The Aggressiveness Scale for Children and Young People (ASCYP) 33 All PARB-Q items are answered using a 4-point Likert scale. However, questions and answers are presented differently in the two scales. In the PA scale, respondents are asked, e.g., "Usually, how many times does it happen that you ...?," and responses vary from 1
("it never happens to me") to 4 ("it happens to me every day"). In the RPA scale, respondents are asked, e.g.,
"Usually, when a classmate ... [action described], do you ...?," and responses vary from 1 ("I never do so") to 4 ("I do so all the time"). 26 The 
Data analysis
To analyze the structure of the PARB-Q, the sample was randomly divided into two halves. Two exploratory factor analyses (EFA) were performed with the first half (n = 363): one for the PA scale and another for the RPA scale. For both analyses, the principal axis factoring (PAF) method with oblique rotation (promax) was used. These methods were chosen because of their accuracy in identifying latent constructs behind the variables and because we hypothesized that there would be correlations between the factors. 43 The adequacy of the sampling strategy was evaluated using the KaiserMeyer-Olkin (KMO) test and Bartlett's test of sphericity.
For both scales, the number of factors extracted in the EFA was confirmed with parallel analyses. 44 The internal A parallel analysis, 44, 47 calculated from 500 random matrices with 95% confidence interval (95%CI), was conducted to clarify the factor structure of the PA scale. The results show that the one-factor structure is appropriate for the data (Figure 1) .
A confirmatory factor analysis was also conducted with the second half of the sample (n = 364) for the five items 
Reaction to Peer Aggression Scale (PARB-Q RPA)
For the RPA, another EFA was performed (KMO = 0.81; Bartlett's test of sphericity, χ 2 (66) = 1786.97, p < 0.001) using the PAF extraction method with promax rotation. The EFA yielded a three-factor solution ( Table 2 ). 
Results

Peer Aggression Scale (PARB-Q PA)
The EFA performed for PA ( 
Convergent validity and criterion validity
For the assessment of convergence, analyses were conducted to assess the correlation between the PA/ are associated with higher levels of victimization. 23, 24 Other studies, however, report that seeking support is an effective strategy for girls, predicting lesser levels of victimization in this group, but is associated with higher levels of victimization in boys. 24, 50 Finally, there were significant positive correlations between the IR factor and all PARB-Q factors. The (Table 4) .
Discussion
The results of the EFA indicated a one-factor solution for the PA scale and a three-factor solution for the RPA scale. All factors demonstrated acceptable internal consistency indices, similar to those reported for the original instrument. 26 The results of the EFA were corroborated by a parallel Monte Carlo analysis, which has a strong power to analyze the structure of instruments.
The confirmatory analyses run for both scales (PA and RPA) also yielded good fit indices, confirming the adequacy of the measurement and demonstrating that both the PA and the RPA scales are reliable tools for the assessment of children's aggressive and reactive behaviors. In sum, the structure of the Brazilian version of the PARB-Q was similar to the one described for the Italian version. 26 The PA scale and the RA factor of the RPA scale were correlated with the ASCYP and CBCL instruments, indicating consistency with the intended purpose of assessing aggressive behaviors and aggressive reactions to such behaviors. Also, both the PA scale and the RA factor of the RPA (related to deliberate aggression and aggressive reactions, respectively) were correlated with each other. They were also correlated with aggressive behavior in the school environment and in the family environment, as measured by the ASCYP scales.
Finally, the PA scale and the RA factor of the RPA scale problems of a child tends to be low. 52, 53 In spite of these differences, the correlations between the PA scale and the RA factor of the PARB-Q on the one hand, and the CBCL scales on the other, were significant, indicating that the instruments assess similar and theoretically related constructs.
With regard to gender differences, boys showed higher mean values on the PA scale and on the RA factor, whereas girls showed higher mean values on the STS and IR factors. These results are in line with the literature that shows that boys tend to act and react more aggressively than girls. 3, 15 In the Italian study, 26 
Conclusion
The present study aimed to present evidence of validity of the PARB-Q in the Brazilian context.
The results of the statistical analyses indicated that the PARB-Q has good psychometric properties and satisfactory validity and reliability, making it a useful tool for assessing aggressive behavior as well as children's reactions to aggression by their peers.
Our results corroborate the findings reported for the original scale.
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The PARB-Q is a quick, inexpensive, easy-toadminister instrument. It may be applied either individually or collectively, in a clinical context or at school. In addition, the questionnaire fills an important gap in the Brazilian literature, by assessing both aggressive behavior and reactions to peer aggression among schoolchildren.
